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Sixteenth CGIAR Board Meeting (Virtual) 
Minutes  
June 18, 2014  
  
Chair: Carlos Pérez del Castillo, Consortium Board (CB) Chair.  
  
Present: Lynn Haight (Vice-Chair), Marion Guillou, Agnes Mwang'ombe, Martin Kropff, 
Mohamed Ait Kadi, Klaus Leisinger, Paul Zuckerman and Frank Rijsberman (CEO), as CB 
members; Jimmy Smith (observer, Centers’ representative), Jonathan Wadsworth 
(observer, FC Executive Secretary), Carmen Thoennissen (observer, Fund Council’s 
representative), 
 
CO staff: Wayne Powell (Chief Science Officer), Enrica Porcari (Director, Shared 
Services), David Theriault (Director Finance and Corporate Services - Interim), Luis 
Solórzano (Director of Staff), and Daniela Alfaro (Board Secretary).  
IAU: Pierre Pradal (Director Internal Audit Unit). 
  
Apologies: Ganesan Balachander 
 
 1.  Welcome and Opening Remarks   
 
The CB Chair opened the CB virtual meeting by pointing out the significant progress 
since the last meeting in Dar. Particularly, the inauguration of the CGIAR Consortium HQ 
on June 2nd , the signature of Consortium Treaty by Morocco, Colombia and Senegal, 
and the approval by the French Parliament of the ratification by the French Government 
of the CGIAR Consortium HQs agreement and the  ratification of the CGIAR  
international organization status.  
 
The Chair reviewed the follow up actions implemented by the CGIAR Consortium based 
on the decisions taken by the Board at the CB 15 meeting in Dar: 
 Assemble a high level think-piece on increased efficiencies and effectiveness - 
completed.  
 The virtual approval by the CB of the revised recommendation of the 6-month 
extensions for AAS, MAIZE and FTA on April 15th 2014. To be recorded at the 
present minutes - completed. 
 CB position paper to be virtually approved by the CB and submitted to the Mid-
Term Review (MTR) Panel – not implemented as the MTR shared the PPT directly 
with the Panel. 
 Finalize CG Consortium Statement on Biotechnology – implemented.  
 Submit to the FC11 the CB approved documents at the CB15: the request of $500 K 
for the revitalized SRF Management Update and the CGIAR Gender and Diversity 
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Strategy; the revised recommendation to approve the 6- month extensions for AAS, 
MAIZE and FTA; the revised Gender Action Plan and the First Consortium Gender 
and Diversity Performance Report - completed. 
 Work Program for development and revision of the Common Operational 
Framework and CGIAR Policies and guidelines to be led by Policy Coordination 
Committee - completed. 
The Board Chair noted that Agenda item (4) Report from ARC will be dealt with before 
item (3) Report from SPPC, as Lynn Haight has another commitment, and asked for any 
amendments to the agenda. Board members proposed the following additions to 
“Other Business”: 
o Update on the MTR 
o Update on the 2014 CRP reporting Templates 
o The World Bank´s commitment to the CGIAR 
Decision: The agenda was approved as amended by the CB.  
 
2. CEO Report Update 
 
The CEO provided an update on key developments as outlined in his report to CB16. He 
particularly focused on the process agreed with the FC on the co-development of a re-
newed SRF and Resource Mobilization Strategy. The zero-draft SRF has now been 
shared with the CB, the centers, CRPs, ISPC, FC and MTR. 
 
During the meeting with the Centers on June 3 it was agreed to form an SRF Reference 
Group to advise the CB and a ToR has been drafted which is currently circulating for 
comments and nominations. 
 
The CB members made a number of comments on the current SRF draft which were 
duly noted. 
   
3. Report from Audit and Risk Committee  
 
Update on Consortium 2014 Budget and Expenditures:  
 
The committee recommends approval of the Consortium’s amended 2014 budget as 
proposed by the CO, including the proposed cuts in expenditures to maintain expenses 
within budget.  
 
Board members agreed with the reduced expenditures for 2014 but instructed the CEO 
that if unforeseen additional expenses arise that are critical to the discharge of the 
Consortium’s responsibilities then the CO should proceed with those even if this causes 
a deficit. 
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The Board Chair discussed the proposed cut of CB members attending  center board 
meetings in the second half of 2014.– There are 13 center board that have welcomed 
CB observers (IWMI and ICRISAT declined). To date, 3 center boards have not been 
attended by CB members in 2013 or 2014 (Bioversity, IITA and WorldFish). The Chair 
proposed that CB members should attend the three remaining board meetings at these 
centers in the second half of 2014. MG to attend Bioversity, PZ to attend WorldFish and 
Mohamed to possibly attend IITA. The estimated additional CB travel costs are $25K. As 
of 2015, the CO should prepare an appropriate budget to ensure that each Center board 
can be visited by a CB member once a year.   
 
The Board discussed and approved the CEO’s request to recruit three new positions (in 
part funded through a re-arrangement of positions vacated) in the second half of 2014 
against the 2015 budget (i.e. planned start date around January 1, 2015), i.e. a Strategic 
HR Advisor; an additional Science Officer; and an Executive Officer to support the Chair 
and CEO. 
 
Board members noted that it is important to have a person specifically assigned to 
support the Board Chair and the CEO confirmed that is indeed planned (through the 
new - more senior - position of Executive Officer / Assistant to support both the Chair 
and the CEO – and possibly act as Board Secretary; who may be supported by a more 
junior assistant). 
 
A Board member asked if with these new positions the CEO believes the Consortium 
Office is adequately staffed for the Consortium Board to exercise its fiduciary 
responsibilities and the CEO responded that these three positions are not additions in 
overall staffing, but a repositioning to better respond to required competencies (i.e., 
replacing Susan, Ruth, Anne-Marie and parts of Vinciane’s and Daniela’s roles) to 
respond to the immediate priorities agreed last year following the PwC report, and that 
a proper review of the Consortium’s tasks and responsibilities against required 
resourcing may well indicate the need for additional positions. The external auditor’s 
management letter indicates inadequate staffing in our finance department, for 
example. 
 
The Board restated its concerns related to the capped and insufficient Consortium 
budget as it has on earlier occasions. The position of the Board is that the current level 
of Consortium budget is not commensurate with the degree of responsibilities, 
accountability and volume of work required from the CB and CO. This was the 
conclusion of both external reviews of CGIAR governance and management conducted 
in 2013 and it is restated in the management letter of the Consortium’s external auditor 
related to the 2013 Financial Statement. The Board asked the Chair and CEO to raise this 
issue with the MTR as well as the FC at the earliest possible occasion, preferably before 
the 2015 budget is to be discussed in the November FC meeting. 
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Decisions:  
1. The Board approved the revised 2014 Consortium budget, including the 
recommended cuts, with the addition of $25K in Board travel costs to attend 
the remaining three Center Boards in the second half of 2014. 
2. The Board instructed the CO to budget for the CB to attend all Center Board 
meetings that welcome CB observers at least once per year from 2015 
onwards. 
3. The Board approves the recruitment in the second half of 2014 of three new 
positions, Strategic HR Advisor, Science Officer and Executive Officer, against 
the 2015 budget. 
4. The Board invites the Chair and CEO to take up the inadequate resourcing of 
the Consortium with the MTR and FC at the earliest possible occasion 
 
CGIAR 2013 Financial Statement:   
 
 The 2013 CGIAR financial report has an improved structure – notably a new section on 
the CGIAR Finance Plan - and offers interesting insights. The overall results of the year 
were very positive. The CGIAR 16% growth in 2013 is quite an achievement that will be 
difficult to maintain at this rate in coming years – both because of the challenge to 
mobilize additional resources, but also because of the challenges such fast growth poses 
for the centers. 
 
Because the CGIAR Fund reports on a cash basis and centers report on an accrual basis 
there is a gap between their 2013 accounts. Figure 5 shows planned and actual 
disbursements. It shows that while the Fund’s intent is to disburse quarterly (at the 
beginning of the quarter) the funds required to implement the CGIAR Finance Plan, in 
practice the disbursements early in 2013 were the funds for the fourth quarter of 2012, 
and at the end of 2013, a significant amount of W1-2 funding still needed to be 
disbursed (this occurred in Q1 2014). Centers have to pre-finance the slow / delayed 
disbursements of W1-2, and they do that from their reserves or bilateral grant 
advances. This underscores why in the current situation the Centers much prefer 
bilateral funding (often from the same donors) over W1-2 funding. 
 
In response to the low collection of CSP that is documented in the Financial Report, 
including CIMMYT’s restating $62 million worth of bilateral projects as “non-SRF” (and 
thus not liable to CSP), Board members asked that the Consortium not only document, 
but take a clear position. The CEO clarified that the CSP issue will be taken up 
separately, in response to a decision at FC11. The Board agreed to add a sentence to the 
Financial report to refer to this separate action to clarify what are acceptable and un-
acceptable reasons not to collect CSP and resolve the low collection rates. 
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The ARC Chair noted that the decrease in the CGIAR’s overall liquidity is largely due to 
funds held by Bioversity for the Crop Diversity Trust moving off the CGIAR books as the 
Trust became independent in 2013. 
 
In response to a question from a Board member it was noted that the sentence at the 
top of page 26 should read “average of 115 days” (rather than $115 million).  
 
Decision: The Board approved the 2013 CGIAR Financial Report for submission to the 
FC. 
 
CO 2013 Financial Statement: 
 
The CO 2013 Financial Statement has been audited by PWC-Rome who have shared 
their observations with the ARC in an in-camera phone call. The auditors had no 
material comments on the statement. 
 
A correction will be made on page 2 to change the date of completion of the risk 
management framework (2013 to 2014). 
 
The ARC Chair summarized the key messages from the external auditor’s management 
letter, noting that a key observation made is that the Consortium Office Finance 
Department is understaffed for its responsibilities. The Management Letter from the 
external auditor and the Management Response will be posted on the CB page. 
 
Decision: The Board approved the 2013 CO Financial Statement. 
 
IAU’s Audit Oversight Group:  
 
Pierre Pradal provided a summary of the composition of the IAU’s new Audit Oversight 
Group as described in IAU background document.  In addition to CB member Klaus 
Leisinger as Chair, the committee will have as members two Audit Committee Chairs 
(Hilary Wild of ICRAF for– 2 years; Graham Jocelyne of CIAT for  1 year) and two CSE 
members (Koen Geerts of ICARDA and Wayne Rogers of WorldFish).  
 
Decision: The CB approved the appointment of the nominated members of the Audit 
Oversight Group.  
 
IAU audit of CRP A4NH:  
 
Pierre Pradal provided a summary on the Audit Report for A4NH as described in the 
background document.  
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Overall the A4NH audit is rated satisfactory. In two areas the rating is partially 
satisfactory: (1) partner’s and centers’ documentation of charges; and (2) M&E 
systems. 
 
This CRP audit was largely conducted in 2013 and the process followed is not 
representative of how CRP audits will be conducted going forward. 
  
Decision: The CB took note of the first CRP A4NH Audit Report.  
 
4. Report from SPPC 
 
The Chair of SPPC presented the two subjects for which the committee recommends a 
decision to be taken in CB16. 
 
CRPs Portfolio Report: 
 
The overall conclusion of the Chair is that the CRP Portfolio report is much better than 
last year which shows a clear evolution in the maturity of the CRP Portfolio. The Chair 
recommends that the CB approves the Portfolio report for submission to the FC. 
 
The Board discussed the grouping of CRPs in the Portfolio Report which differs from the 
clusters discussed in the June 3-4 meetings. Anne-Marie Izac explained that the 
grouping in the Portfolio report is purely to explain the patterns in performance within 
the portfolio, but it has no relation to a pro-active reorganization of the portfolio. The 
review of clusters of CRPs, based on their extension proposals, undertaken by groups of 
centers and presented on June 3, focused on possibilities to reorganize the portfolio to 
take advantage of synergies and/or possibly increase the effectiveness and efficiency of 
the portfolio. 
 
It is worth noting that the Centers, on June 4, decided to try to take this work forward 
(the reorganization of the portfolio) and have asked  the ISP and CO Science Team to 
provide a “straw man” based on their current reviews of the extension proposals (and 
2013 annual reports). 
 
Decision: The Board approves the 2013 CRP Portfolio report for submission to the FC. 
 
Consortium Response to first IEA CRP evaluation of FTA: 
 
This is the first IEA CRP external review and it is a very comprehensive report quite well 
done. In fact, this might be a too detailed report for an early-stage in the CRP 
implementation.  
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The IEA has shared the draft review report and asked for comments. In the proposed 
timeline, the Consortium is asked to provide a management response within two weeks 
of receiving the final report. In order to try to comply with this timeline, the CO has 
prepared a draft management response for those recommendations that were directed 
to the Consortium (while CIFOR / the FTA CRP will similarly respond to other 
recommendations). The CO asked the Board whether it is ready to approve the overall 
direction of the management response, based on the draft provided, so that a final 
response can be prepared shortly after the final report is received. 
 
Board members indicated that they are not comfortable with the process and suggested 
that a joint response from the CRP / Lead Center and the Consortium should be 
prepared, instead of separate responses by the Consortium and the CRP /lead Center. 
  
The CEO committed to get in touch with IEA and CIFOR/FTA to discuss the process 
(timeline) as well as to explore the development of a joint/concerted response. 
 
Decision: 1) The Board directed the CO to explore with IEA and FTA/CIFOR the 
opportunity for joint CB/CRP response in a feasible timeframe. 
 
5. 2013 Intellectual Asset Report 
 
The CEO introduced the 2013 CGIAR Intellectual Asset Report, referring to the concerns 
expressed by the FC last year, when several centers were initially deemed to be “not in 
compliance”. In this second reporting cycle, it is clear that the centers have gained 
experience and have provided more comprehensive information. 
 
In response to questions from Board members, the Consortium General Counsel stated 
that she is satisfied that all centers are in compliance (in their report over 2013) and she 
confirmed that the FC IP Group shares that positive assessment. In addition the General 
Counsel note that this year there was increased collaboration with the science team in 
the assessment of the center reports. 
 
Decision: The CB approved the 2013 Intellectual Asset Report for submission to FC. 
 
6. Report from NEC  
 
The NEC is in the process of preparing a slate of suitable candidates for the election of 
two new CB members by the Consortium Members (to replace the Chair and Mohamed 
Ait-Kadi) for terms starting on Jan 1, 2015.  
The Nominations and Evaluation Committee (NEC) has met virtually 6 times since the 
last CB meeting in Dar. The NEC Chair prepared a Memo addressed to the Board in 
which he updates the Board on the process for selecting new Board members. 
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In the absence of the NEC Chair, the CB Chair introduced this agenda item commending 
the work of the committee.  NEC members M. Guillou and P. Zuckerman provided 
further information on this selection process. 
 
After discussion, the CB Chair proposed that those current CB members who wish to 
apply for his position, delay expressing their interest until August, taking into account 
the short list of new candidates will be discussed by CB members in July. This will allow 
that NEC members continue to follow the selection process. 
 
Decision: The CB agreed that those current CB members who wish to apply for the 
Chair´s position, express their interest until August. 
 
7. Recognition of ILO Tribunal to resolve HR disputes 
 
The CEO introduced the CO recommendation that the Consortium will rely on the ILO 
Administrative Tribunal to resolve its labor disputes once it separates from Bioversity 
(which also relies on the same ILO Tribunal).  
 
Decision: The CB approved a resolution accepting and recognizing, subject to the 
approval of the International Labor Organization (ILO)’s Governing Body, the 
jurisdiction of the ILO Administrative Tribunal as well as its Rules of Procedure for the 
purpose of hearing complaints from Consortium staff members alleging non-
observance of their terms of appointment and/or of provisions of the Consortium’s 
personnel policies. 
 
12. Other Business  
  
Discussion on CIMMYT related concerns:  
 
In Dar es Salaam the CB discussed a number of CIMMYT related concerns, not least of 
which was CIMMYT’s lack of response to CO enquiries. Recently (just ahead of the June 
3-4 meetings) the CO has received several responses (though only partially satisfactory) 
on a number of outstanding issues. The attendance of CB member Martin Kropff to the 
CIMMYT Board meeting shortly after the Dar CB meeting (and several other visits of CO 
staff) also helped improve communications. The CO conclusion is that there is an 
improving relationship with CIMMYT that should be developed further, and there is no 
immediate cause to escalate beyond current actions. 
 
CIMMYT’s 2013 financial statements calculate CIMMYT’s overhead rate to have been 
10%, underlining that its Board decision to charge 15% did indeed “overcharge” (to 
build reserves). As the Consortium disclosed this fact in its preliminary report to FC11, 
without FC response, and as the FC has not yet approved FG5 (which would end such 
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practice) the CB will not pursue the CIMMYT case over 2013, but expects that over 2014 
this will no longer be possible (assuming the FC approves FG5). 
 
The issue of CIMMYT reclassifying bilateral projects outside the SRF remains outstanding 
(no rationale has been provided explaining why they are outside the SRF). The CO will 
pursue this next week with the CIMMYT CSE representative, and as part of the action 
item related to CSP collection. 
 
CIMMYT has recently provided a form of certification (although not in the format 
agreed) and the issue of certification is also on the agenda for the CSE next week. 
 
One Board member raised his continued concerns with CIMMYT, given lack of clarity on, 
for example, whether the Carlos Slim donation to CIMMYT is a grant or a loan, as well as 
the cost-overruns of the new laboratories (built by contractors owned by Slim). The CO 
responded that it believes that some of the financial questions raised have been 
answered in the 2013 CIMMYT Financial Statement, and that CIMMYT had adequate 
reserves of 95 days at the end of 2013. Probably most importantly, CIMMYT and the 
Consortium are in conversation on all areas where the CB expressed concern, not least 
next week at the CSE meeting. The CEO agreed to monitor and get back to the CB if 
there are concerns. In addition, CB and CO members with a good relation with the new 
CIMMYT Board Chair, Prof Snape, will continue the conversation with the CIMMYT 
Chair. 
 
Response to concerns expressed by IRRI:  
 
The concerns expressed by IRRI in their letter are not new. A point by point answer may 
not be appropriate; the board feels that we should continue a dialogue with IRRI in 
order to clarify diverging views, build trust and confidence and strengthen our relation. 
The Board Chair will consider the most appropriate form of an answer to IRRI. 
 
Update on the MTR: 
 
There is a meeting on July 20 with the reference group. No update was given during the 
recent meetings in Montpellier (with 2 MTR Panel members present) concerning 
expectations about the role of the reference group or how to prepare for the meeting 
on the 20th of July in London. The Chair has requested a face to face meeting with 
Beddington (which has not yet been confirmed).   
 
The donor observer to the CB shared that the donors’ reference group feel the same 
way and have no additional information concerning the meeting in London. The CB chair 
will follow up with the MTR Member-Secretary, Warren Evans. 
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World Bank Commitment to the CGIAR: 
 
The Consortium has shared messages that can be used to engage WB Executive 
Directors on the theme that WB support is still essential to the success of the CGIAR and 
the need to secure continuing commitment at least at a similar level of funding moving 
forward. We are aware that a number of EDs have been contacted and have generally 
expressed strong support for the CGIAR. The focus is on alternative sources to Grant 
Funding. In addition to approaching EDs, at management level Centers/CRPs are 
providing examples of CG support to WB operational programs – which is another 
avenue of future funding. The overall conclusion is that it appears we have done, and 
are doing, about all that we could reasonably be expected to do and we will continue to 
monitor closely. 
 
PoCCo: 
 
The PoCCo Chair reported back that the committee has met to prepare a work-plan for 
2014 that will be shared with the centers and the CB.  
 
The GRCC Chair commented that he will share the GRRC work plan with the CB as well. 
 
Update on the 2014 CRP Reporting Templates:  
 
The CEO proposed to the CB to maintain the CRP Reporting Templates over 2014 
without change (i.e. same as in 2013) and to propose the same to the FC. The rationale 
is both that as we are in the process of establishing new indicators through the new SRF, 
it will be better to revise the reporting templates once the SRF is approved. In addition, 
it is already quite late in the year to decide to start a process to change the template 
now.  
 
Decision: The CB approved the proposal to maintain the 2014 CRP Reporting 
Templates unchanged, and to propose the same to the FC. 
 
Without other business to discuss, the Sixteenth CGIAR CB Meeting was adjourned.  
